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Sir: 

By Official Action mailed April 7, 2006, restriction to one of the following species of the 
claimed invention is required: 



Species 1. 
Species 2. 
Species 3. 
Species 4. 
Species 5. 
Species 6. 
Species 7. 



Figure 4 
Figure 5 
Figure 6 
Figure 7 
Figure 9 
Figure 10 
Figure 1 1 



In response, Applicants hereby elect Species 1 (FIG. 4), upon which claims 1-2, 4-6, 8, 11- 
12 and 22 are readable. Claims 1, 4, and 12 are generic claims. 
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The election is made with traverse because the Examiner has failed to follow proper USPTO 

practice and procedure. 



Every requirement to restrict has two aspects: 

(A) the reasons (as distinguished from the mere statement of conclusion) why the inventions 
as claimed are either independent or distinct; and 

(B) the reasons for insisting upon restriction therebetween. See MPEP, section 808 
(emphasis added). 

In this case, the Restriction Requirement has not specified with reasonable clarity the 
reasons why the species are considered independent or distinct (requirement A). 

In addition, the Restriction Requirement has also failed to specify any reason for insisting 
upon restriction (requirement B). 

The Examiner is further kindly reminded that if the search and examination of an entire 
application can be made without serious burden, the examiner must examine it on the merits, even 
though it includes claims to independent or distinct inventions. See MPEP, section 803. 

In this case, Apphcants note that the Examiner has demonstrated, in the Office Action dated 
October 6, 2005, her ability to examine the original claims drawn to all species . In particular, 
Species 1 was covered by at least original claim 2, Species 2 was covered by at least original claim 
9, Species 3 was covered by at least original claim 10, Species 4, 5 were covered by at least original 
claim 7, Species 6, 7 were covered by at least original claims 3 and 13-18 wherein Species 7 was 
covered by at least original claim 16. Accordingly, Apphcants respectfully submit that claims 
directed to aU Species can be covered in a single search without serious burden, as the Examiner has 
demonstrated in the first Office Action, and should be examined on the merits, even if the Examiner 
is correct that the species are independent or distinct. 

In view of the above, withdrawal of the Restriction Requirement and consideration of all 
claims pending in the instant application are beheved appropriate and therefore courteously 
sohcited. 
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To the extent necessary, a petition for an extension of time under 37 C.F.R. 1.136 is hereby 
made. Please charge any shortage in fees due in connection with the filing of this paper, including 
extension of time fees, to Deposit Account 07-133' and please credit any excess fees to such 
deposit account. 



Customer Number: 22429 

1700 Diagonal Road, Suite 300 

Alexandria, Virginia 22314 

(703) 684-1111 

(703) 518-5499 Facsimile 

Date: May 8, 2006 

BJH/BCL/klf 




ErenjamiwJ. Hauptman 
Registi-ation No. 29,310 



& BERNER, LLP 
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